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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

About the Provincial Growth Fund 

The Provincial Growth Fund (PGF) was established in late 2017 to invest $1 billion per annum 

over three years in projects that were intended to raise the productivity potential of regional 

New Zealand.1 The PGF was particularly targeted towards towns and sub-regions that are “less 

affluent”2 and where there are pockets of above average unemployment and of people not in 

employment, education or training (NEETs), as well as low productivity performance. Māori 

are also strongly represented in these areas. The six PGF ‘surge’ regions were: Tai Tokerau 

(Northland); Te Moana-a-Toi (Bay of Plenty); Tairāwhiti (East Coast); Te Matau-a-Māui 

(Hawke’s Bay); Manawatū-Whanganui, including Horowhenua; and the Te Tai Poutini (West 

Coast).  

The PGF involved the following three types of investment. 

• Smaller regional economic development (RED) projects, feasibility studies, and 

capability building initiatives. This included youth employment pathways which were 

designed to lift work readiness of rangatahi in some priority regions. 

• Sector and industry development targeted at priority and/or high value economic 

opportunities with a greater commercial component. 

• Larger infrastructure projects that would enable regions to be well-connected to other 

regions and within regions. This included rail, road, and digital communications. 

The PGF is administered by the Provincial Development Unit (PDU), a business unit in the 

Ministry of Business Innovation and Employment (MBIE)3. A key aspect of the PGF design was 

the establishment of Memoranda of Understanding (MOU) with seven government agencies. 

This partnering arrangement was intended to ensure PGF activities were coordinated and 

effective where multiple agencies were involved. Key design features of the PGF initiative 

included: 

• PDU and partner agencies working with tangata whenua, regions, and individuals to 

identify opportunities for investment and to support applications 

• development of a robust and consistent assessment process 

• provision of good and timely advice on applications to decision makers on whether to 

fund proposals 

• effective contract management of funded projects.  

About the evaluation 

In January 2021, Allen + Clarke was commissioned to undertake an independent evaluation of 

the PGF in response to a Cabinet decision4. Outcomes sought by the PGF are long term and are 

not expected to be realised for some years after projects have been implemented. Thus, the 

evaluation sought to understand how the PGF operates and how it contributes to regional 

1 Provincial Growth Fund brochure, ‘Powering up Aotearoa – New Zealand’s Regions’  

2 Provincial Development Unit, ‘Investment Statement for the Provincial Growth Fund’, p.8 

3 In May 2021 the PDU changed its name to Kānoa – Regional Economic Development and Investment Unit (REDIU) 

4 February 2018. Cabinet paper ‘Operational design of the Tuawhenua Provincial Growth Fund’, Rec. #32. 
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outcomes by identifying early markers of success and opportunities in relation to how the PGF 

can better achieve its outcomes. 

The evaluation included all applicants5 and PGF projects funded from its inception in 

December 2017 to 31 March 2020.6 During this period, over 560 applications were approved 

with final figures for these applications as at March 2021 showing $2.295 million approved 

funding, 8,416 jobs created7, and 7,027 Māori training participants. Data on progress of 

projects had a cut-off date of 31 March 2021. Data relating to the funding of One Billion Trees 

projects were in scope (and are included in the section on ‘Outputs’). However, the evaluation 

did not include a specific focus on the One Billion Trees programme as it is the subject of a 

separate evaluation.8 

The performance of the PGF was evaluated against two key evaluation questions:  

1. How well is the design and approach being actioned to maximise the changes needed 

to achieve the desired impacts?  

2. How valuable are the early outcomes of the PGF approach to regional communities, 

Māori and Government? 

The evaluation employed mixed methods for data collection. This included a survey of 

applicants (funded and non-funded), survey of regional stakeholders, interviews in three 

locations (Kaikohe, Ōpōtiki, and Buller), interviews with national stakeholders, analysis of 

administrative data and a review of policy and operational documents. 

The evidence from these data were compared against agreed criteria to reach evaluative 

judgements about the performance of the PGF. These criteria focused on six domains: 

collaboration, pre-application, decision making, contracting and client management, outputs, 

and early outcomes. In agreement with MBIE, where the evidence identified components of 

PGF performance that were not working well for Māori, a domain could not achieve a rating 

higher than ‘consolidating’. The evaluators took the median of individual ratings for each 

domain to reach overall evaluative judgements for the key evaluation questions: PGF design 

and approach, and outputs and early outcomes.  

Limitations of the evaluation 

The evaluation was completed within a tight timeframe and budget. Data were gathered and 

analysed between 22 March and 12 May 2021. Given the sheer scale of the PGF, the complexity 

of the investments and their associated objectives, data collection and analysis were scaled to 

what was feasible in the available time. It was not possible to include a focus on emergent 

outcomes as they relate to all the PGF objectives. Thus, the evaluation does not include 

outcomes related to climate change and environmental sustainability.  

The economic analysis was limited to descriptive methods. More generally, outcomes sought 

by the PGF are long-term and are not expected to be realised for some years after the PGF has 

been fully allocated and projects have been fully implemented. The evaluators suggest there 

5 Funded and non-funded applicants. 

6 Approximately $600 million (i.e., 20%) of PGF funding was reprioritised in response to COVID-19. In May 2020, 

Cabinet approved new outcomes and investment principles for projects funded under this reset. The different 

objectives for these projects meant that much of the evaluation criteria identified for this evaluation would not be 

relevant.  

7 This figure potentially includes part-time employees, contractors and trades people amongst others. 

8 Te Uru Rākau (2021). One Billion Trees Fund: 24 Month Monitoring and Evaluation Report. 
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is value in conducting a data analysis feasibility assessment and econometric analysis to 

evaluate the longer-term performance of the PGF. 

Further, it was not possible to achieve analytical saturation for all involved in the PGF (e.g., 

PDU, partner agencies, regional stakeholders, applicants) or for all demographics (e.g., Māori, 

Pacific peoples, others) so tough decisions needed to be made about which voices would be 

clearly heard and represented. Under-resourced communities were deliberately targeted as 

they represent populations with the greatest need; this inevitably meant communities with 

significant Māori populations were well represented in the qualitative data.  

Taking the above caveats into account, consistent themes did emerge from the evidence that 

was gathered through the interviews, survey, and administrative data. 

Evaluative assessment of PGF design and approach 

Overall, the PGF design and approach is assessed as consolidating9. A summary of evidence for 

each domain included in the assessment follows.  

Collaboration: rated as effective10. 

The PDU and partner agencies engaged effectively with most funded applicants. Te Puni Kōkiri 

(TPK) played a crucial role in supporting good engagement with tangata whenua. A key driver 

behind successful collaboration was a shared desired to effect positive change through the 

PGF. 

Positive pre-existing relationships supported good collaboration. Key benefits of collaboration 

included developing closer working relationships on the basis of which input from central 

government on the direction of projects was more likely to be viewed positively. Where there 

were ongoing issues and tensions in regions, pre-existing relationships provided little benefit. 

In these instances, while the PDU and Senior Regional Officials (SROs) attempted to bring 

parties together, there is little indication that this has led to lasting change for the better. 

Pre-application: rated as consolidating. 

Overall, most regional stakeholders considered their needs, strengths, and unique 

circumstances were taken into account. The PGF policy emphasis on achieving economic 

benefits at times conflicted with tangata whenua concerns about intergenerational 

environmental sustainability and natural resource management. 

In some instances, an approach led by central government was appropriate because of the 

scale and size of a project, such as investing in large infrastructure. However, this approach 

could create tensions due to a lack of alignment with local and regional priorities. 

At a regional level, regions which did not have well developed strategic plans were more likely 

to experience difficulties in uniting and agreeing on priorities. While PDU staff and SROs 

altered their approach to working in such regions over time, their efforts could not address 

underpinning issues. For example, some regional stakeholders considered their regional 

economic development agencies or similar organisations continued to be ineffective. 

Applicants’ experiences of accessing the support they needed was mixed and there was 

significant variation between the experiences of funded and non-funded applicants. 

Applicants who had pre-existing relationships at national or regional level were better placed 

9 Evidence of fair performance; quite a few weaknesses – some may be quite serious, but they are not deal breakers. 

10 Evidence of reasonably good performance overall; includes a few slight weaknesses. 
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to access the resources and the expert advice they needed. However, their experience of the 

quality of the support provided by the PDU and partner agencies was variable. Furthermore, 

the frequency and speed of perceived changes to the PGF’s focus areas had a negative impact 

on some applications. 

Decision-making: rated as consolidating. 

While the PDU worked effectively with some partner agencies in the preparation of advice, a 

few partner agencies considered that this collaboration had not worked well, or found it 

patchy. One common issue, by those partner agencies who considered collaboration had not 

worked well, was that partner agencies’ technical advice was not adequately reflected in the 

advice prepared for decision-makers. A possible explanation is that the PGF was intended to 

disrupt11 typical government processes. This created tensions caused by shortening 

timeframes as well as limiting some advice, given that Ministers already had clear objectives. 

The robustness of advice provided to decision-makers improved over time. As part of the 

assessment process, the PDU’s inquiries in terms of projects’ sustainability had a positive 

impact on their eventual shape. 

Given the evolving nature of the PGF, the provision of advice to decision-makers on the spread 

of investment was challenging. Most stakeholders and applicants indicated that the right 

projects were selected. However, some held the view that there was too much of a top-down 

focus or involvement. Communicating decisions needed to be better, especially in terms of 

timeliness and consistency. Also, greater consideration needed to be given to the contexts 

within which tangata whenua operate. Tight timeframes to respond to queries from the PDU 

created difficulties for tangata whenua who often relied on whānau working on projects in a 

voluntary capacity. 

Contracting and client management: rated as consolidating. 

Most funded applicants found communication and advice from PDU staff, during the 

contracting process and project delivery, to be effective. Key factors that contributed to these 

positive experiences included effective communication, experiencing the contracts as concise 

and easy to follow, and PDU staff adopting a solutions-focused approach to addressing issues 

when they arose. 

Where funded applicants such as community organisations have experienced difficulties in 

contracting and project management, this offers valuable learning. These include the benefit 

of PDU regional offices proactively resourcing and supporting organisations to identify 

potential risks and mitigation strategies.  

Almost all applicants considered the reporting process to be poor, although some applicants 

believed it improved over time. Furthermore, some applicants considered the measures of 

success were too narrowly defined. This offers learning for the future. 

While some funded applicants had positive experiences of drawing down funds, others found 

the process stressful. Key issues with drawing down funds included delays in the process and 

inadequate communication and advice. Such issues were a source of significant stress for some 

funded applicants.  

11 The word ‘disrupt’ was used by multiple stakeholders in describing how the PGF fast-tracked the application 

process and emphasised bottom-up regional voices and priorities in all decision making. 
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More time is needed to fully assess the contribution of the PGF to regional gross domestic 

product (GDP). Of particular concern is the type of data currently being collected by the PDU. 

Many applicants and other stakeholders indicated that the way in which success is currently 

measured is too narrow. More consideration needs to be given to how broader benefits can be 

captured and what information needs to be collected. 

How the PGF can better achieve its outcomes 

To guide improvements to PDU’s management of PGF and for future programme development, 

the following lessons have been identified. The PDU should consider: 

• sustaining and extending existing central and regional government relationships to 

support tangata whenua and other organisations to get investment ready 

• at the pre-application phase, supporting organisations to scope the full costs associated 

with implementing a project 

• supporting ongoing capability development of funded applicants, particularly with 

project management 

• additional support to lift the capability of regional economic development agencies, 

where required 

• implementing a simple and accessible reporting system for external use 

• measuring what is important, including anchoring the PGF and other similar initiatives 

in holistic wellbeing frameworks such as He Ara Wairoa 

• assigning specific allocations to different types of investments when implementing 

future investment programmes 

• preparing now to evaluate the long-term impact of PGF.  
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The PGF had several features that contribute to it being ‘complicated’, a term used to describe 

interventions that have multiple components15. Four of these features are introduced in this 

section. The first feature relates to regional differences. Funding was prioritised for six ‘surge’ 

regions. Priorities determined which partner agencies were involved in a region; and existing 

networks influenced how people interacted. Some regions had stronger economic 

development agencies than others.  

Secondly, the PGF had multiple objectives that centred around: 

 Regional projects and capability: smaller economic development projects, 

feasibility studies, and capability building. It was anticipated that a range of existing 

smaller scale projects could make a positive economic impact with support from 

this investment tier. Funded projects included He Poutama Rangatahi/Youth 

Employment Pathways which is designed to lift work-readiness of rangatahi in 

some of the priority regions. This investment tier aimed to build on the strengths of 

the Regional Growth Programme. 16 

 Sector and industry development: initiatives encompassed sector and industry 

developments specific to the regions and either explored new options for economic 

growth or sought to improve existing industry (e.g. the One Billion trees 

programme, 1718 tourism, manufacturing, and primary industries).  

 Enabling infrastructure: these were projects that would enable regions to be well-

connected to locations within their own regions as well as to other regions, from an 

economic and social perspective, including rail, road, and communications. To be 

eligible for PGF funding, infrastructure initiatives needed to demonstrate how they 

would contribute to lifting the economic productivity and the number of jobs in a 

region, beyond what could already be achieved through existing infrastructure. 19 

Thirdly, allocation amounts differed by sector and type of project. The largest allocations20 

were for KiwiRail ($300 million), Tairawhiti Roads ($135 million), Te Uru Rakau ($484 million 

including operational funding), HPR/TAM ($162 million), whenua Māori and digital 

connectivity ($100 million), and tourism infrastructure ($75 million). Smaller allocations 

were assigned to energy and waste ($40 million), historical sites ($20 million) and economic 

development agencies ($5.6 million). 

Finally, different government agencies were involved in its implementation. The PGF was 

administered by the Provincial Development Unit (PDU) which was expected to work closely 

with a number of ‘partner’ agencies to ensure PGF activities were coordinated and effective. 

15 Rogers, PJ 2008, ‘Using programme theory to evaluate complicated and complex aspects of interventions’, 

Evaluation, vol. 14, no. 1. 

16 Cabinet paper ‘The Provincial Growth Fund’ (2017). The Regional Growth Programme began in 2014. It 

supported the development of regionally-led Regional Economic Action Plans aimed at realising each participating 

region’s best economic development opportunities. It was expected that many of the early PGF initiatives would 

come from these plans. 

17 https://www.mpi.govt.nz/forestry/funding-tree-planting-research/one-billion-trees-programme/ 

18 The One Billion Trees programme was established in 2017 and is delivered by Te Uru Rākau, a branded business 

unit within the Ministry for Primary Industries (MPI) 

19 Cabinet paper ‘The Provincial Growth Fund’ (2017). 

20 Drawn from PGF Monthly Dashboard 31 March 2020 
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Some of these partner agencies received PGF funding for the purposes of providing advice and 

other support; and some agencies managed PGF funding contracts. 

Funded partner agencies included: 

• Department of Conservation (DoC)  

• Ministry for Primary Industries (MPI)  

• Te Manatū Waka / Ministry of Transport (MoT)  

• Te Puni Kōkiri (TPK) 

• Waka Kotahi / New Zealand Transport Agency.  

Delivery partner agencies included: 

• Crown Infrastructure Partners (CIP) 

• KiwiRail 

• MoT 

• Treasury 

• Waka Kotahi. 

An Independent Advisory Panel (IAP) was also established by Cabinet to support the 

evaluation of PGF applications. Panel members had skills in commercial, industry, public 

policy and sector-specific knowledge where relevant. The IAP had a number of functions. 

These included: 

• providing independent and objective advice to the Minister for Regional Economic 

Development on applications for larger sector projects 

• bringing commercial expertise to assist with the assessment of business cases 

• providing advice on the overall investment portfolio and risks 

• assisting the PDU to assess and refine processes and tools to support applicants with 

making proposals, and helping decision makers to assess proposals.  

Each of the regions had a Senior Regional Official (SRO) who acted as the single representative 

for government at the regional governance level. They were responsible for advocating for a 

region and coordinating government support21. An overview of Crown parties and their 

decision-making sign-off limits, the IAP, along with different types of applicants, is included in 

Figure 2. 

  

21 Cabinet paper ‘The Provincial Growth Fund’ (2017). 
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2. OVERVIEW OF THE EVALUATION APPROACH 

2.1. Our approach 

In January 2021, Allen + Clarke was commissioned to undertake an independent evaluation of 

the PGF in response to a Cabinet decision22. The evaluation sought to understand how the PGF 

operates and how it contributes to regional outcomes by identifying early markers of success 

and opportunities in relation to how the PGF can better achieve its outcomes.  

2.1.1 Evaluation scope 

The evaluation included all applicants23 and PGF projects funded from its inception in 

December 2017 to 31 March 2020.24 Post this date the remaining PGF funding (approximately 

20% of the fund) was reprioritised in response to COVID-19.  

Data on progress of projects had a cut-off date of 31 March 2021. Data relating to the funding 

of One Billion Trees projects were in scope (and are included in the section on ‘outputs’). 

However, the evaluation did not include a specific focus on the One Billion Trees programme 

as it was the subject of a separate evaluation.25  

It was outside of the scope of this evaluation to undertake any econometric analysis. 

2.1.2 Key evaluation questions 

The evaluation was guided by two key evaluation questions (KEQs) developed by MBIE and 

agreed to by the cross-agency Evaluation Governance Group:  

1. How well is the PGF’s design and approach being actioned to maximise the changes 

needed to achieve the desired impacts? 

2. How valuable are the early outcomes of the PGF approach to regional communities, 

Māori, and Government? 

2.1.3 Evaluation criteria 

Evaluation criteria are the agreed aspects of performance that were the focus of each KEQ. The 

criteria provide an explicit basis against which overall judgements about the PGF’s design, 

approach and the value of its early outcomes can be made. The criteria were informed by:  

• a 2018 Cabinet paper26 

  

22 February 2018. Cabinet paper ‘Operational design of the Tuawhenua Provincial Growth Fund’, Rec. #32. 

23 Funded and non-funded applicants. 

24 Approximately $600 million (i.e., 20%) of PGF funding was reprioritised in response to COVID-19. In May 2020, 
Cabinet approved new outcomes and investment principles for projects funded under this reset. The different 
objectives for these projects meant that much of the evaluation criteria identified for this evaluation would not be 
relevant.  

25 Te Uru Rākau (2021). One Billion Trees Fund: 24 Month Monitoring and Evaluation Report. 

26 Cabinet paper (2018). Further decisions on the Provincial Growth Fund.  
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• a draft PGF evaluation plan27  

• refinements made by MBIE prior to Allen + Clarke being commissioned. The 

intervention logic and criteria are included in Appendix 1: Evaluation approach. 

2.1.4 Data collection methods 

The evaluation applied a multi-methods approach as described below.  

• Qualitative interviews were conducted with a total of 29 national stakeholders 

between February and March 2021. Interviews were held with government agency 

staff (28) and an IAP member. The interviews were held face-to-face or online. These 

interviews provided contextual information about the PGF; informed decisions about 

the location of place-based interviews; and informed a national level perspective on 

the KEQs.    

• The evaluation needed to understand the value of early outcomes of the PGF approach 

to regional communities, Māori, and the Government. The evaluators also wanted to 

explore the interaction between projects. To do this, the evaluation approach included 

place-based interviews in three locations. The selection of interviewees was based on 

maximum variation, i.e., divergence across types of projects, inter-connectedness of 

projects, and geographic location. Kaikohe, Ōpōtiki, and Buller were selected on the 

basis that they provided a mixture of whenua Māori, infrastructure and tourism related 

projects. In each location interviews were held with funded and non-funded applicants 

as well as staff of regionally based PDU and regional and local government agencies. 

These interviews (in total, 32) enabled the evaluators to explore in more depth the 

relationship between a community’s priorities and how these were addressed through 

the PGF. To protect the identity of interviewees, findings have not been written up by 

location.  

• Two online surveys were conducted. The first survey targeted applicants to the PGF, 

both funded (n=325) and non-funded (n=416) of whom 48% responded. The second 

survey was for regional stakeholders (final n=184), including PDU staff, 

representatives of iwi/hapū, the economic development agency, central government 

and partner agencies (Te Puni Kōkiri, Department of Conservation, Ministry of 

Transport, Ministry for Primary Industry, New Zealand Transport Agency, Crown 

Infrastructure Partners), PDU Principal and Senior Regional advisors, and 

regional/district councils. Both surveys were intended to gain a perspective across 

regions of how the PGF has operated and the value of its outputs and derived outcomes.  

• Administrative data on applications received on or before 31 March 2020 (n=1838) 

was examined, including those that had been submitted for a formal decision by SROs, 

RED Ministers or Cabinet. The ‘PGF Monthly Dashboard’ report for March 2020 was 

used for allocation figures. For digital infrastructure data the ‘Digital Connectivity 

Quarterly Report’ for 31 March 2021 was reported. All other data used were created 

as custom SAS queries by PDF as required using cleaned data from March 2021; this 

does mean that some figures may not match reporting from 2020 (e.g. $ approved, 

contracted and paid). This data informed the analysis of PGF funded projects across 

27 The original evaluation plan was commissioned by MBIE in 2020. Refinements to the draft evaluation plan were 

subsequently made by MBIE to incorporate feedback from a cross agency Evaluation Governance Group, cross 

agency Evaluation Advisory Group and MBIE. Further refinements were documented in the final evaluation plan 

(published in March 2021). 
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Surveys Applicant survey 

Population n=74128  

Final n=365, 49% response rate 

• Funded n=182, 56% response 

rate 

• Non-funded n=150, 36% 

response rate 

• Self-identified as Māori n=62, 

21% response rate (non-Māori 

n=235) 

Gain a perspective across regions of 

how PGF has operated and the 

value of PGF. 

Regional stakeholders. 

Final n=184, 72% response rate 

Administrative 

data 

Discrete PGF proposals approved, 

declined, pre-decision, or submitted 

as at 31 March 2020. 

Final n=1853 

Provide information about budget 

allocation and progress of PGF 

funded projects across regions, 

tiers, and sectors. 

Economic & 

productivity data 
• Linked employer-employee 

data (LEED)  

• Not in employment, education 

or training (NEET) rates 

• Gross domestic product (GDP) 

data 

Inform an analysis of change in 

NEETS and GDP for each region. 

Document scan • PGF reporting from partner 

agencies 

• PGF operational and policy 

document 

• Cabinet papers 

Provide background information 

about the design and approach of 

PGF. 

2.1.5 Sample frame 

The data collection approach combines administrative and survey data for the entire PGF, 

interviews with national and regional stakeholders, and a deep dive into the experiences of 

applicants and stakeholders in three communities (see Table 1). The deliberate clustering of 

applicants and stakeholders in the three communities reflects the limited resources and short 

timeframe available for the evaluation.  

The evaluation’s breadth is given by the use of administrative and survey data, allowing 

estimates of the prevalence of outcomes and experiences, while the richness of experience was 

given by interviews and focus groups held at multiple levels of the PGF. Administrative data 

contain data on all PGF projects within the evaluation scope, but were limited in terms of 

usefulness. Survey data, on the other hand, provided more targeted responses which, although 

they related directly to the evaluation, did not capture data about all applicants and 

stakeholders (response rates were 49% for applicants and 72% for stakeholders). The 

28 Drawn from PDU administrative dataset. All applicants with valid email address as at 27 April 2021. Unadjusted 

for applicants on holiday, changes in staff (i.e., original applicant unavailable), applicants asking to be removed 

from survey email list, etc. 

PROACTIVELY RELEASED



relatively high response rates in the survey gave the evaluators confidence in total sample 

prevalence estimates, but less so for sub-group analyses (e.g., only 44 applicants identified as 

Māori). The in-depth interviews provided detailed information for the evaluation that cannot 

be captured by numerical methods, such as context, experiential responses, and unexpected 

or unlooked for outcomes and experiences. 

Given the resource intensive nature of interviews and focus groups, it is impossible to achieve 

analytical saturation for all involved in the PGF (i.e., PDU, partner agencies, regional 

stakeholders, applicants) or for all demographics (i.e., Māori, Pacific peoples, others) so 

pragmatic decisions needed to be made about which voices would be clearly heard and 

represented – this decision was made using a weighted priority system (see final evaluation 

plan29).  

A strength of this evaluation is that under-resourced communities were deliberately targeted, 

as they represent populations with the greatest need. This inevitably meant communities with 

significant Māori populations were well represented in the qualitative data. It should be noted 

that there was a much smaller population of government stakeholders (e.g., PDU, partner 

agencies, advisory roles) so a more complete understanding of officials’ views and experiences 

of the PGF was achieved. 

2.2. Limitations to the evaluation 

The evaluation had to be completed within a tight timeframe and budget. Qualitative and 

quantitative data were gathered and analysed between 22 March and 12 May 2021. Given the 

sheer scale of the PGF, the complexity of the investments and their associated objectives, not 

all criteria that were outlined in the original PGF evaluation plan could be addressed in depth. 

It was not possible to include a focus on emergent outcomes as they relate to all the PGF 

objectives. Thus, the evaluation does not include outcomes related to climate change and 

environmental sustainability.  

In terms of data collection methods, qualitative interviews at regional and national levels were 

scaled to what was possible within the short timeframe of six weeks.. The PDU and partner 

agencies also provided the evaluators with a significant amount of administrative data, the 

comprehensive analysis of which was constrained by the evaluation’s timeframe. Due to the 

limitations of a PDU administrative data primarily designed for project and contract 

management the evaluators could not rely on administrative data to assess detailed project 

progress, although a subjective assessment of the project status using the PDU PRAG30 system 

(Purple, Green, Amber, Red) was available as at March 2021. 

The economic analysis was limited to descriptive methods. The impact of PGF projects to 

regional economies is not expected to be seen for some years after PGF projects have been 

implemented. However we suggest there is value in conducting a data analysis feasibility 

assessment and econometric analysis to evaluate the longer-term performance of the PGF.  

However, taking the above caveats into account, consistent themes emerged from the evidence 

gathered through the interviews, survey, and administrative data. 

29 https://www.mbie.govt.nz/dmsdocument/14474-evaluation-of-the-provincial-growth-fund-12-march-2021. 

30 Purple =Exceeding expectations; Green=Meeting expectations; Amber=Some concerns/risks; Red=Serious 

concerns/risks 
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3. FINDINGS 

The evaluation findings are structured in six sections. The first four sections focus on the PGF’s 

design and approach (KEQ 1): 

Section 3.1  Collaboration 

Section 3.2 Pre-application 

Section 3.3 Decision-making 

Section 3.4 Contracting and client management 

The remaining two sections discuss the outputs and early outcomes (KEQ 2): 

Section 3.5 Outputs 

Section 3.6 Outcomes.  

3.1. Collaboration 

Criteria 

A key factor in the PGF’s design and approach was the establishment of enduring relationships 

between central government, local government, applicants, and iwi.31 This section examines 

the extent to which: 

• central government worked well with local government, applicants, and iwi 

• the PGF contributed to the creation of stronger connections between regional 

government agencies and their communities 

• the PDU and partner agencies engaged and partnered with Māori in the regions, 

including ensuring that funded projects aligned with the development aspirations of 

target groups as defined by applicants 

• tangata whenua believed their values and views were acknowledged and respected. 

Collaboration explored the following relationships: 

• between Wellington PDU and the partner agencies 

• between Wellington PDU and partner agencies with local government, and applicants 

including tangata whenua 

• between regional stakeholders (such as councils and economic development agencies), 

and applicants including tangata whenua. 

  

31 The report distinguishes between applicants, stakeholders, and partner agencies. In reality, there are overlaps 

between all of these (e.g., iwi, council can be both applicant and stakeholder), and between stakeholders and 

regional partner agencies (e.g., DOC, LTNZ). 
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Evidence from the place-based interviews suggests that applicants with such pre-existing 

relationships found it easier to access advice about the PGF and to find out about opportunities 

to obtain support from the PDU or partner agencies. This made the process of preparing 

funding applications and delivering projects easier. In a few instances, individuals with pre-

existing relationships were directly approached by the PDU and/or partner agencies to apply 

for funding. By example, one regional stakeholder explained: 

[We] had a portfolio of projects consented and ready to go… [We were] asked to 

work some of them up [as PGF applications]. 

In at least three regions, the PGF created an incentive for partner agencies to develop closer 

collaborative working relationships at a regional level. For example, in one region a range of 

regional stakeholders had co-located and worked together to source ideas. This had involved 

staff from agencies such as PDU, TPK, MSD, MPI, tertiary education, and DOC. These 

stakeholders had developed a better understanding of each other’s activities and were 

continuing to work together across the region.  

Evidence from the place-based interviews indicated that a key benefit of effective 

collaboration was that the PDU, partner agencies and Regional Economic Development (RED) 

Ministers’ support of applicants contributed to successful applications that aligned with 

regional aspirations. In a few instances, collaboration involved PDU and/or partner agencies 

engaging in co-design with applicants. For example, one funded applicant explained: 

So that was the first experience I’ve had of co-designing with a funder where the 

context of the community was the basis and the foundation of the proposal so 

that was a good thing, a positive thing. 

If there were ongoing issues and tensions between organisations, or if there was a low level of 

trust between them, their pre-existing relationships prior to the PGF were not evidently 

advantageous. National stakeholder and place-based interviews indicate that in the regions 

PDU staff and SROs did attempt to address some relationship tensions. Typically, this involved 

facilitation and bringing the different parties together. While this may have led to regional 

stakeholders and/or applicants working together, there is little to no evidence that this 

engagement was effective in helping to resolve such dynamics in the longer-term. 

Place-based interviews indicated that in one region, historically poor engagement and often 

strained relationships between regional entities (such as territorial authorities), local iwi and 

hapū impacted the implementation of the PGF. For example, despite genuine attempts by PDU 

staff to bring people and organisations together, hapū and iwi reported negative experiences 

of engaging with regional stakeholders and similar projects in the same town competing with 

each other. For example, one applicant stated: 

[T]he council came in, they set up shop, connected it to their economic arm. They 

have the stakeholder share in the [infrastructure]. The benefit is going to our 

council. For the freehold Māori part that was connected to that funding [PGF] 

has been parked up ... Now seeing the fruits going to other industries and 

piecemeal wins for Māori. 

Such situations create divisions and risks in terms of a project achieving its maximum 

potential and successfully meeting its goals. 
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The place-based interviews suggest that new and improved relationships brought about a 

range of benefits. For stakeholders in some regions such benefits included the sharing of skills 

and knowledge between the PDU, partner agencies, and other regional stakeholders. Having 

well developed networks enabled stakeholders to address issues as soon as they emerged. For 

example, one national stakeholder explained: 

The role was to remove obstacles to economic development. If you look at my 

phone you’ll see contacts from judges, mayors, council CE, private enterprise CE, 

village leaders, policeman ... The positive side is when things are going wrong, I 

can ring people up and say: you guys aren’t delivering. 

For tangata whenua the PGF created an opportunity to form relationships around common 

goals or aspirations for the future which helped to galvanise people. For example, one 

applicant explained: 

There’s a commitment to the common future and that requires a facilitation of 

everyone’s values being worked out together. We’re all closer together. 

Previously [we’d] wave to each other on the street. Now, we’ve been meeting once 

a week – when COVID kicked in we stopped, then realised we could use Zoom. 

In the place-based interviews, applicants indicated their new relationships were important 

conduits for accessing training programmes and available support. Many of them considered 

this to have contributed to the success of their application. One applicant reported that PDU 

staff had managed “a lot of difficult politics” on their behalf, helping to develop a proposal 

which attracted significant political attention. This evidence suggests that applicants who did 

not develop these relationships experienced more stress and challenges both in preparing 

their applications and accessing support. 

TPK played an important role in helping make these connections for tangata whenua. As a 

crown agency they were responsive to the holistic needs of applicants; providing information 

and connection to resources internally. For example, governance training, or facilitating 

relationships between tangata whenua and other crown agencies.  

3.1.4 PDU and partner agencies generally engaged well with tangata whenua 

Evidence from the applicant survey (Table 3) shows most funded Māori applicants believed 

PGF funded projects were aligned with their development aspirations and that Māori values 

were considered and acknowledged. While about a third of non-funded Māori applicants 

agreed that Māori values were considered and acknowledged, almost half of non-funded Māori 

applicants disagreed that PGF projects aligned with their aspirations and that Māori values 

were considered and acknowledged (see the following page).32  

32 Caution should be applied when interpreting the responses of non-funded Māori, as the small sample size means 

that the findings may not be particularly representative. 
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also made it more difficult for some regions to adopt a coordinated approach. For example, 

one stakeholder commented: 

I believe the region had strategic plans that ... could have been included in PGF 

criteria [but weren’t] – rather [it was] a lolly scramble approach that saw 

everyone race to put something together to uplift funding. Our region was slow 

in uptake and therefore may not have benefited as much as it could have. 

Regions with effective economic development agencies were better placed to engage 

with the PGF 

The evidence indicated that regions with effective economic development agencies (or 

equivalent) were more likely to have well developed strategic plans.33 This pre-existing 

strategic direction placed them in a better position to unite as a region and to prioritise 

projects more effectively. As a result, they were well placed to take advantage of the 

opportunities the PGF presented.  

Many ideas for projects had been generated from ‘grassroots’ initiatives with exploratory 

work undertaken prior to the PGF. In these situations, the PGF was considered timely and 

offered an opportunity to undertake the next step(s) in these projects. For example, one 

applicant explained: 

For once, a programme of investment that started bottom up ... [The] first grant 

came from the government to allow us to start working up a plan, talk with 

clients, [create] original drawings. Identified a few tenants. PGF came along, 

[and we] made another application for Stage 2 – the Business plan… [We needed 

X amount] for roads and assistance with infrastructure - takes it from farm 

paddock to roaded, serviced sites. 

Regions that did not have an effective regional economic development agency (or equivalent) 

were at a distinct disadvantage. Evidence from the place-based interviews showed that these 

regions did not always have an effective regional development strategy and were not well 

connected with regional stakeholders. These factors acted as barriers to developing a co-

ordinated approach at a regional level, which was necessary for optimising PGF related 

opportunities. In one region, local PDU staff and the SRO altered their approach: this included 

facilitating discussions between regional stakeholders to reach an agreement on regional 

priorities. While the evidence suggests that this approach had a positive impact, the degree to 

which it worked depended on a few hardworking, motivated regional stakeholders who 

helped mitigate weaknesses in their local EDA. However, there was a consistent view across 

these stakeholders that weaknesses in the EDA remained.  

A valuable learning for the future is that a one-size fits all approach to improving the capacity 

and capability of some EDAs (or equivalent) will not work; some regions are likely to need 

more support than others. 

  

33 These plans were developed through previous government programmes such as the Regional Economic Growth 

Programme. 
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exploring investment and/or funding options, and the PDU leading discussions on the 

sustainability of a project. For example, one applicant noted 

We came across an investment guy from Wellington [PDU]. He and I had a very 

good discussion about how the project could be sustainable. He came up with the 

option of the council effectively underwriting it; he talked the right language and 

asked the right questions.  

That said, evidence from the applicant survey, the stakeholder survey and the place-based 

interviews indicated that some applicants did not receive the support they needed. Key issues 

for both funded and non-funded applicants included inconsistent communication and advice, 

lack of timeliness and responsiveness from the PDU, and variability in the quality of advice 

provided. For example, while some applicants were advised to seek funding to cover project 

management costs, others were not. Also, some stakeholders and funded applicants believed 

issues they had experienced during the delivery of projects would have been avoided if better 

advice had been provided at the pre-application stage.  

Furthermore, the variability of advice was a source of frustration for some hapū and iwi who 

experienced a gap between their aspirations and the approaches and the PGF. One frustration 

was the lack of opportunity in adopting a collaborative approach to developing applications: 

On the side of co-investment into a community plan with iwi at the centre, I’d say 

there’s still a long way to go. So, with MBIE we went down the track of getting a 

collaborative proposal into a community plan ... [The plan] got all the way down 

to Wellington and [PDU staff] said we can’t fund into a collective plan; we can 

only fund individual organisations. So, all the work we’d done, the elbows just 

went down again and the organisations ended up competing again... 

Based on the evidence collected, it is not possible to determine the impacts that these different 

experiences had on application success rates. There was limited evidence suggesting that the 

quality of proposals prepared by applicants who had not received adequate support was 

compromised.  

Finally, there were questions about the longer-term effectiveness of the support available to 

applicants: less than half of funded applicants, and less than a quarter of non-funded 

applicants (Table 4) indicated that they had gained new skills and capabilities through the pre-

application process.  

Direct support provided by some partner agencies was viewed positively 

Under MOU arrangements partner agencies shared their expertise to help shape applications. 

At the preapplication stage this occurred in two forms. In the first, partner agencies advised 

the PDU on the value and feasibility of applications. This involved partner agencies applying 

their specialist knowledge before applications were submitted to determine whether projects 

were high value or whether there were issues with the application. 

In the second, some partner agencies shared their expertise directly with an applicant. Of note 

is the key role TPK played as a crown agency in working with tangata whenua to identify 

opportunities for development and to apply for PGF funding. In the two years prior to the PGF, 

as part of whenua Māori initiatives, TPK had worked with tangata whenua to mobilise them in 

exploring development opportunities to improve utilisation of their land. As a result, several 

whenua Māori projects were investment ready. Place-based interviews indicated that TPK 

effectively worked with the tangata whenua involved to apply for PGF funding to progress 

these projects.  
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disrupt35 typical government processes. This created tensions caused by shortening 

timeframes as well as limiting some advice, given that Ministers already had clear objectives. 

The evidence suggests that the robustness of advice provided to decision-makers improved 

over time and the sustainability of projects was, in general, adequately considered. In some 

instances, as part of the assessment process, the PDU’s inquiries in terms of projects’ 

sustainability had a positive impact on their eventual shape.  

Given the evolving nature of the PGF, the provision of advice to decision-makers on the spread 

of investment was challenging. Most stakeholders and applicants indicated nonetheless that 

the right projects were selected. However, some held the view that there was too much top-

down involvement.  

Communicating decisions to applicants needed to be better, especially in terms of timeliness 

and consistency. Also, PDU and partner agencies needed to give more consideration to the 

contexts within which tangata whenua operate. For some tangata whenua, tight timeframes 

to respond to queries from the PDU created difficulties as they were relying on the goodwill of 

whānau working on projects in a voluntary capacity. 

3.3.1 Approximately half of partner agencies reported positive experiences of 

collaborating with the PDU in preparing advice 

Discussions with PDU staff indicated that they considered the approach to preparing advice 

with input from partner agencies had worked well. For example, when agencies had different 

perspectives, the PDU shared its own advice as well as the advice of partner agencies with 

decisions-makers, especially RED Ministers and Cabinet. From the PDU’s perspective, the 

strength of their approach meant that they rarely experienced people raising unexpected 

issues at the last minute in decision-making forums.  

However, evidence from the stakeholder survey and national interviews indicated that 

partner agencies’ experience of collaborating with the PDU was mixed. This is illustrated in 

the findings of the stakeholder survey (Figure 10), in which approximately half (n=13) of 

partner agencies agreed that PDU staff adequately considered and responded to their advice. 

 

 

35 The word ‘disrupt’ was used by multiple stakeholders in describing how the PGF fast-tracked the application 

process and emphasised bottom-up regional voices and priorities in all decision making. 
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3.3.2 Processes around reviewing potential projects improved over time 

A key aspect of providing decision-makers with good quality and robust advice involved 

undertaking due diligence36 and project review. When establishing the PGF, Cabinet 

determined that they expected “the right level of due diligence over potential investments to 

ensure their probity and effectiveness in achieving the Government’s goals.”37 This condition 

was accompanied by the caveat that due diligence processes should not unnecessarily slow 

the progress of initiatives when the speed of delivery was critical to achieving economic 

development objectives. This balance between due diligence and pace exemplified the PDU 

approach. 

Evidence drawn from a few national stakeholder interviews suggests that, in the early stages, 

PDU project reviews and due diligence could have been more thorough. One national 

stakeholder expressed a concern that applications which reached the SRO decision-making 

table had not met the Government’s due diligence expectations. However, interviews with 

SROs suggests that robust discussions were held as part of the decision-making process which 

addressed such issues. 

Evidence from some national stakeholder interviews and the formative evaluation38 indicated 

that the quality of due diligence and information prepared by the PDU improved over time. 

For example, one national stakeholder explained:  

... after 3 years ... the quality of the investment proposal, due diligence, reference 

check, industry template background, the quality of the work, was as high as I’ve 

seen in the commercial sector in my professional career. And that commercial 

unit within PDU grew month on month in terms of the quality of the information. 

Furthermore, for projects over one million dollars, the Independent Advisory Panel (IAP) 

provided separate independent advice to RED Ministers and Cabinet. A member of the IAP 

described the process as including completing separate due diligence checks and assessing 

project proposals in their entirety. An assessment of the PGF Advisory Governance model39 

rated the quality of advice provided by the IAP as high. Key findings from this assessment 

concluded that the IAP provided advice which was apolitical, focused on the objectives of the 

PGF, and took a long-term New Zealand perspective. 

3.3.3 Generally, the viability of projects was adequately considered 

Evidence from the applicant survey40, national stakeholder and place-based interviews 

indicated that long-term viability of projects (e.g. that businesses grow and deliver on 

outcomes) had been effectively considered. However, there were concerns about the viability 

36 Due diligence was used by stakeholders in a broad sense to cover project review and contractual activities 

including conducting background checks and developing business cases. 

37 Cabinet Paper, December 2017, para. 33 

38 MBIE (2020). Provincial Growth Fund Formative Evaluation (November 2020). The Evidence and Insights 

Branch of MBIE undertook a formative evaluation of the PGF between July and September 2020. The purpose of 

the evaluation was to provide some early insights on the operation of the PGF. 

39 Final MBIE PGF Advisory Governance model assessment 20.11.20 

40 Results from the applicant survey showed 89% (n=127) agreed that the benefits of their projects would continue 

once PGF funding had ended. While 6% disagreed with this statement, and another 5% of funded applicants 

responded that they did not know if their projects would continue once PGF funding has ended. 
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of some individual projects, particularly in relation to the investment in some infrastructure 

projects as well as some health- and social-based projects. 

Concerns were raised in relation to the viability of some infrastructure projects, be they large 

centrally driven projects or smaller community-based projects. The potential burden of 

ongoing maintenance costs for government or local communities was highlighted in 

particular. In the case of large infrastructure projects, the PDU indicated that viability was a 

key consideration and involved working with partner agencies, such as Waka Kotahi (NZTA) 

and Te Manatū Waka (MOT), to obtain assurance about the relevant  parties’ ability to manage 

ongoing maintenance. The PDU had also taken into consideration broader Government plans, 

such as the Government’s rail plan.41 

Indications from the place-based interviews are that some applicants undertook additional 

commercial assessment to address concerns about the viability of their projects. In some 

instances, this process was instigated by PDU staff who sought reassurance that a given project 

would be viable once completed. Indications were that when PDU did test a project for its 

potential viability, this process was beneficial and helped shape the project. For example, one 

applicant observed: 

We’ve done [a] really detailed financial analysis for a commercial operating 

model including with [named iwi] who will be involved, to give ourselves 

confidence that this can self-support and become a thriving asset. 

A few applicants, however, queried whether adequate consideration had been given to the 

viability of their proposed projects. Occasionally, viability considerations only arose after PGF 

funding had been awarded. For example, one applicant explained that they had put in a PGF 

application for developing a community innovation centre. However, despite being awarded 

funding, this recipient organisation decided not to proceed with the project because of 

potential risks associated with the ongoing maintenance costs that the investment would 

entail.  

In addition, there were questions about investing in education or training related projects 

which would require further Government funding in the future to continue. It was argued that 

many of these projects should have been funded by the relevant government agency rather 

than through the PGF. However, discussions with the PDU suggest that there was not a shared 

understanding between them and other national stakeholders about the intent of the PGF. One 

of the purposes of the PGF was programmes for rangatahi to become employment-ready. 

Examples included rangatahi, who in addition to acquiring work-based skills, also needed 

support to develop the basic life skills necessary to sustain a job. At the time of our evaluation, 

the future of some of these projects remains unclear due to uncertainties about continued 

funding. 

3.3.4 While providing advice on the spread of investment was challenging, indications 

are that overall the right projects were selected 

The evidence indicates that there are a range of factors that contributed to the difficulty in 

providing advice to help ensure a good balance of investments. These factors included the: 

• volume of work 

41 The Government’s rail plan outlines its long-term vision and priorities for New Zealand’s national rail network 

until 2030. The first rail network programme was approved by the Transport Minister in June 2021. 
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• limited timeframes for assessing applications 

• structure of the PGF which changed as Ministers determined new allocations 42 

• requirement to make funding decisions about applications in real time as they came 

through the application portal. 

Evidence from the stakeholder survey shows that 73% (n=149) of stakeholders agreed the 

funded projects aligned with regional priorities. Similarly, evidence from across national 

stakeholders and place-based interviews confirmed these results, broadly agreeing that, in 

general, the right projects had been selected. For example, one national stakeholder said: 

I can go from the North to South, East to West – fantastic examples of efforts and 

industries that have benefited from PGF funding and all the right things and will 

become enduring business model as a result of it and will become self-funding. 

Therefore - have the right things been funded? I’d probably say about 75% have. 

In addition, while the PGF generally operated without specific allocations for different types 

of investment or foci (such as surge regions or investment tier), PDU staff explained that they 

had sought to meet Ministerial expectations by actively seeking a good spread of applications 

across the different sectors, regions, tiers, and Māori development. The funding distribution is 

discussed in section 3.5, Outputs. 

3.3.5 Communication of decisions made was not good enough 

Discussions with PDU staff indicate that processing the high level of applicant submissions 

from the start of the PGF was challenging. To address this challenge PDU staff initially focused 

on processing those applications which would most likely be successful. Figure 11 shows the 

cumulative count of applications and decisions up to March 2020. While the gap between the 

total number of applications/EOIs and decisions made (approvals and declines) seems 

concerning, a large number of applications were excluded early as they did not meet the 

funding criteria, were withdrawn by the applicant, or the assessment process (i.e. due 

diligence was followed). 

  

42 Sinclair, L. (2020). Final PGF Advisory Governance Model Assessment. 

PROACTIVELY RELEASED



PROACTIVELY RELEASED



PROACTIVELY RELEASED



PROACTIVELY RELEASED



PROACTIVELY RELEASED



PROACTIVELY RELEASED



Evidence from the place-based interviews indicates that in at least two instances, the lack of 

both adequate governance and project management capability put the projects at significant 

risk of non-delivery. While PDU staff were proactive in finding local expertise to address these 

issues, finding the ‘right’ people and/or the ‘right’ approach was time consuming.  

More generally, applicants who did not have access to the necessary project management 

and/or governance capability experienced a range of issues, such as sequencing activities in 

the wrong order and underestimating workload implications, as well as failing to realise that 

agreed budgets could be renegotiated and restructured. For example, one applicant explained: 

Stage one can’t be completed until stage two is. So some things have been put in 

the wrong order. Through engaging with rural experts – [they] passed on 

information that would have been useful to know some months ago. For example, 

that budgets are not always set, if you can create a case to shift funds from one 

stage to another. 

Such issues generated additional work that was often addressed through voluntary hours of 

working in-kind which sometimes involved substantial amounts of time. In other instances, 

local experts were employed. However, finding the right external support could be 

challenging. For example, one applicant explained: 

PDU makes sure you’re meeting contractual obligations, but [we] need 

assistance on the ground, [we] need more project managers. We found a project 

manager in our group; [they have] a good relationship with PDU, but we know 

of others who are struggling with ‘what do I tell them; what can’t I tell them’ ... 

[We] found good support through a financial service company ... [they] gave us 

reassurance. While others [external organisations], such as a lawyer cost heaps 

but gave us nothing ... Other PGF [projects] have also struggled with 

consultancies soaking up money. 

3.4.4 The reporting process was poor but may have improved over time 

Place-based interviews suggest that almost all funded applicants experienced difficulties with 

reporting. These difficulties included finding the reporting template itself overly complex; the 

template changing multiple times; the process of completing reporting laborious; and a lack 

of alignment between the information sought and project progress. In addition, many funded 

applicants considered that the measures of success, on which reporting was focused were too 

narrow and that broader social impacts and benefits could not be adequately captured. For 

example, one applicant said: 

Reporting – half the things they ask for don’t make sense. They are stuck in the 

way they want the information given back; sometimes that doesn’t suit the 

information you’re providing. You have to try to translate what they want into 

what those outcomes are. 

Despite these difficulties, evidence from the place-based interviews indicated a few funded 

applicants believed reporting improved over time. For example, the process became easier 

and more consistent, and the reporting burden was also reduced as a result of changes to the 

frequency of reporting from monthly to quarterly. In addition, some regional PDU staff 

supported some funded applicants with the process if it was evident that they did not clearly 

understand all reporting requirements. For example, one regional stakeholder explained: 
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We need to know that the recipients are using funding appropriately – contract 

has expectations on reporting. Some [recipients] haven’t factored in capacity for 

the reporting side so sometimes [they are] slack on the reporting side. Sometimes 

we make it easy and just chat about it and sit down with them through the 

reporting process – we will lean in when projects need support. It’s in our best 

interest that projects are a success. 

However, it is not clear from the evidence exactly how prevalent the provision of this type of 

support was and how PDU staff identified funded applicants who needed it.  

3.4.5 While some funded applicants had positive experiences of drawing down funds, 

others found the process stressful 

Place-based interviews indicate regional PDU staff played an important role in funded 

applicants’ experiencing the drawing down of funds in a positive way. This role was 

characterised as accommodating: regional PDU staff worked in a holistic and agile manner, 

and were willing to help find practical solutions if any issue arose that could prevent the 

drawing down of funds. For example, one applicant explained: 

We’ve had two draw-downs ... [they] have gone very well. They [PDU] asked for 

more information at the time, just to make sure that we’re completing the work, 

but that hasn’t been any concern for us, and the process has gone very well. 

Nonetheless, in some instances, funded applicants had a negative experience of drawing down 

funds, including delays in receiving payments (despite having provided all the necessary 

information); slow processes; lack of clarity over the next steps; and inadequate 

communication and advice. For example, one applicant explained: 

[Our] finance guys said, ‘we need the money [funding] because we’re running out 

of cash’. We [asked PDU] ‘where’s the money?’ and [were told] there’s delays with 

the accounts, but actually it was because there was a form that hadn’t been filled 

in [which] we hadn’t been provided with. Once we filled it in we got the money, 

but it was 16 days’ worth of delay. 

Such experiences were a source of significant stress for some applicants. 
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investment, and broader PGF funding were bringing a range of benefits for tangata whenua. 

These benefits include those of an economic, environmental, social, and spiritual nature. 

However, in one region, some tangata whenua expressed scepticism about projects that did 

not tangibly address or resolve existing inequities for their people and whenua. 

Furthermore, the evidence indicates that a minority of applicants did not feel more optimistic 

about their region’s future than before the PGF. Insufficient information about the progress of 

projects and their emergent outcomes was cited as a particular reason for this lack of an 

optimistic outlook, as were concerns about the viability of some projects. 

3.6.1 PGF is creating local job opportunities 

A key focus and objective of the PGF was to support increased employment, with a focus on 

creating more skilled jobs. The expectation was that increased employment opportunities 

would emerge particularly in regions where unemployment is high and where there are 

significant social challenges. Once completed, PGF projects are expected to create nearly 

11,000 new jobs.55 

Administrative data shows that PGF is creating jobs with 8,416 jobs reported as being created 

up to March 2021. These jobs included businesses or individuals engaged in constructing or 

administering PGF projects. Place-based interviews indicated regional stakeholders and 

funded applicants were committed to using local businesses and workers where possible. For 

example, one funded applicant commented:  

With all the jobs, the focus is on local contractors. The [steel fabrication] is being 

done by the guy across the road … It’s immense in terms of jobs. 

However, a barrier to creating local jobs has been a local scarcity of available skilled labour. 

Place-based interviews indicate that this was sometimes solved through upskilling 

contractors. For example, in one instance, a funded applicant contracted a local company to 

lead a project with support from a multinational company [with a subsidiary in the region]. 

Such an option was not viable in other cases because specialist skill sets specific to a particular 

industry or infrastructure project were required. One applicant explained: 

The specific skills have been hard to find [in the district]. The team on site has 

done a great job to this point. ... We haven’t got a deep pool of people to choose 

from. We don’t want to have to go to Australia, [but] for key positions we will. 

3.6.2 In most surge regions, indications are that the PGF is contributing to sustainable 

economic development 

Although it is too early to assess the contribution of the PGF to regional GDP, some regions 

have reported steady economic performances over the 2018 to 2020 period. For example, data 

from Statistics New Zealand show that, in 2020, the GDP for Te Tai Tokerau (Northland) 

increased 4.6%56. Over the same period, Te Moana-a-Toi (Bay of Plenty), along with Nelson 

Tasman, had the highest GDP increase at 6.1%. This increase was well above the national 

average of 5.4%. Only Te Tai Poutini (West Coast) had a decrease in GDP by 1.4% over 2020. 

55 At this stage, it will not be possible to generate a detailed breakdown of jobs by sector. This is due to limitations 

in the data report to the PDU with 64% of expected new jobs categorised generically in the administrative data as 

‘Provincial Growth Fund’. 

56 https://www.stats.govt.nz/information-releases/regional-gross-domestic-product-year-ended-march-

2020#northland 
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This decrease was driven by a significant fall in fishing, mining, electricity, gas, water, and 

waste management services. 

Place-based interviews indicate that there are mixed levels of optimism about the extent to 

which PGF projects could lead to economic growth over time. This was particularly the case in 

Te Tai Poutini where some regional stakeholders and funded applicants were very positive 

about the region’s economic growth trajectory. For example, one regional stakeholder 

explained: 

[PGF] has been a roaring success. We’re demonstrating that the small capital 

investment that we asked for is attracting private business in [to the district]. 

Some of those private businesses are starting to come on stream … we’ve got 

people moving here from the cities … the housing market is booming. People are 

moving here, purchasing land and wanting to build houses because they can see 

the employment opportunities.  

However, other regional stakeholders and funded applicants in Te Tai Poutini were more 

circumspect about the impact of PGF. From their perspective, the region needed investment 

in significant industry and should be enabled to take advantage of the region’s natural 

resources. 

3.6.3 Social inclusion and participation 

Investment in the development of people in regions was a priority for PGF, notably through 

increased employment and improved career prospects57. In total $118 million of PGF funding 

was allocated to two training programmes: Te Ara Mahi58 (TAM) and He Poutama Rangatahi 

(HPR)59. From 2019 through to the end of March 2021, more than 4,100 rangatahi participated 

in TAM60 and 2,907 in HPR. Figure 20 shows participation in the two programmes by region. 

Surge regions accounted for 50% of participants on the programmes.  

Administrative data show, as at March 2021, that 461 TAM participants were engaged in paid 

work following the TAM programme. It should be noted that immediate employment is only 

one type of outcome expected from TAM projects. Some TAM initiatives focus on upskilling, 

such as obtaining drivers licences, or providing information to young people, for example 

about the world of work and links to employers. For rangatahi currently participating in the 

HPR programme employment opportunities were yet to be realised at 31 March 2021. 

57 Provincial Development Unit, ‘Investment Statement for the Provincial Growth Fund’ 

58 TAM is an employment, skills, and capability work programme that seeks to assist local people into local jobs. 

While it has a focus on people not in employment, education, or training (NEET), it is not limited to supporting that 

group alone. 

59 The objective of HPR is to support rangatahi, aged 15-24, who are most at risk of long-term unemployment and 

who are categorised as NEET. HPR funds community driven programmes that work with young people who face 

multiple barriers to employment and training, and who may need more support than standard government training 

programmes are able to provide, or who may not be eligible to access them. 

60 Participation in TAM took some time to build, as projects could start only once funding was approved.     
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[PGF] has touched so many … the whole community, through farming, sporting, 

innovation, employment, training, horticulture, partnerships … It’s not all about 

infrastructure. Having got [young people] work ready, other companies in the 

area are coming forward and saying – we’re looking for five or six people. 

Furthermore, for many tangata whenua the investment in whenua Māori is bringing broader 

wellbeing benefits through creating opportunities for them to strengthen their connections 

with whenua Māori. These opportunities have included enabling access to land that was 

landlocked, and the investment creating an impetus to leave city life and return home. 

For example, one funded applicant explained that until 2020 they had never been on their 

whenua. Their parents had moved from the district before they were born and over the 

intervening years their whenua had become landlocked. PGF funding had been used to create 

an easement onto the property and to develop a horticulture business on the whenua. In 

addition to economic benefits, access was described as bringing both social and spiritual 

benefits. 

While one regional stakeholder viewed whānau returning home positively, they expressed 

concerns that there was a risk of overcrowding due to limited availability of housing in some 

locations. 

The second key area of investment in Māori development was the roll out of Māori digital 

connectivity by providing access to fast broadband. A key component of this initiative is the 

connection of marae to the internet, especially high-speed broadband. By the end of March 

2021, 48% (402 of 840 eligible) marae had been connected. One national stakeholder 

indicated that TPK had played a pivotal role in the success of this programme of work. The 

contribution of TPK had included contributing to the development of a pilot programme to 

help address initial concerns about how fast broadband would work as well as helping them 

access marae. The national stakeholder explained:  

TPK assisted with relationships with kaumatua. They were a really good partner 

... TPK opened the door into marae, [then they] handed over connectivity 

activities to SPARK and local providers, TPK managed to keep all those people 

connected to the marae they are serving. TPK gave us tikanga of the marae, [it’s] 

not the same for every marae. 

Limited evidence indicates that the improved connectivity for marae had benefitted the 

broader community, including schools, kura, and community that surrounds a marae. For 

example, the national stakeholder went on to explain: 

Marae were able to connect with diaspora easily; people could attend online 

tangi and marae meetings. [Fast internet] has given kura and rural schools a 

significant lift. During COVID, community members could access social and 

health services without having to travel into town. 

3.6.5 PGF is contributing to increased optimism in the community 

Data from the applicant survey (Figure 22) indicated 83% (n=127) of applicants believed that 

their community could see value of their project and 68% (n=127) agreed their community 

felt more optimistic about the future because of these projects. Similarly, 23 of 27 (85%) of 
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• Contracting and client management. This included how effectively PDU managed the 

contracting process, and provided funded applicants with the necessary 

communication, advice and oversight to support the successful delivery of projects. 

Overall, the PGF design and approach has been assessed as consolidating (Table 7). In the 

sections below some key findings are discussed and some examples of lessons learned are 

provided. 

Sustain and extend existing relationships  

There was evidence of some outstanding collaboration between regional stakeholders, central 

government, tangata whenua, and the private sector. Many of these groups had relationships 

prior to the PGF. For example, in the regions there was evidence of PDU and partner agency 

staff having intergenerational connections to their communities, and often working with each 

other in different roles over time. Many individuals had a good understanding of the historical 

context of their communities. They used their existing networks and connections to promote 

the PGF to prospective applicants and to channel much needed investment into their 

respective regions. Harnessing these existing relationships contributed to a strong support 

base for implementing PGF activities.  

These collaborations and networks worked well for applicants ‘in the know’. Well-connected 

applicants were better positioned to find out about, and access support and advice from 

government organisations to develop successful applications. However, it is likely there are 

other groups or organisations that could benefit from regional investment opportunities. The 

evaluators recommend that the PDU develop strategies for reaching out to tangata whenua 

and to other organisations who may benefit from future regional development opportunities 

such as the PGF. Such an approach is critical for addressing persistent inequities and to ensure 

regions are able to reach their full potential.  

The costs associated with implementing projects needs to be fully scoped 

A key learning from the evaluation is the planning required to develop a solid business case 

and application. Where applicants were rushed, they sometimes did not consider the full costs 

or timeframe required to successfully implement their projects, or the costs associated with 

ongoing maintenance. This then led to additional pressure and stress for funded applicants. 

There needs to be time for applicants to have all the necessary conversations to ensure their 

projects are adequately scoped and costed.  

Support ongoing capability development 

Many regional organisations said they had gained additional skills and capabilities as a result 

of implementing PGF funded projects. However, there are two areas where strengthening 

advice and support that is provided would be beneficial.  

The first area relates to supporting existing PGF projects. There is evidence that some 

organisations have struggled to effectively manage their projects. Reaching out for support 

can be difficult. The place-based interviews showed some individuals do not know what 

support they need or what they can access. Others persevered under enormous pressure to 

make sure their project was a success and were often too embarrassed to ask for help. 

Regionally based officials have a valued role in linking funded applicants to support. This is 

particularly important for organisations that do not have ready access to consultants. Not 

having this support creates a risk that some individuals will burn out and their projects 

subsequently failing. Such findings emphasise the importance of proactively reaching out to 

connect groups with existing resources and support. Providing additional financial support 
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for project management may also alleviate the burden being experienced by some PGF project 

staff. 

The second area where the PDU could strengthen its support relates to working with regional 

economic development agencies. While strengthening capability of regional economic 

development agencies was core to the PGF design, in some cases at least, this has not resulted 

in increased capability. Further consideration needs to be given to how the PDU can best work 

with regional economic development agencies to fulfil this aim. 

Measure what is important 

A key objective of the PGF was to support a range of Māori economic development projects in 

the regions. Where projects are underway, there is clear evidence of whenua Māori being 

utilised more productively, new business created, existing businesses further developed, 

rangatahi in training or newly employed, and marae being digitally connected. In all three 

locations visited by the evaluators there was excitement about new opportunities and a sense 

of optimism for the future. As well as economic benefits, the social, and environmental benefits 

of PGF were palpable in the interviews with many tangata whenua. This investment is critical 

to supporting the Māori economy and asset base for future generations, as well as building the 

health and wellbeing of tangata whenua.  

The evaluation also identified that some tangata whenua were challenged, and at times 

distressed, by what they perceived as economic agendas that did not consider other equally 

important values. Furthermore, there was some evidence that the PGF could unintentionally 

reinforce existing inequities.  

These findings point to the need to anchor PGF-type initiatives in a holistic wellbeing 

framework. One such framework worth considering is He Ara Wairoa63. Adopting this 

wellbeing framework would ensure Te Taiao (environment), Te Ira Tangata (relationships), 

and Wairua (values, beliefs, and practices) are central to the design and implementation of 

initiatives such as PGF, as well as ongoing reporting of outcomes that matter. 

Good information supports evidence-based decision-making. Over the course of the PGF, PDU 

staff have adapted and refined measures at all stages of the PGF application, contract 

management, and contracted outcomes. What has been done well are the: 

• collecting allocation figures (e.g., proposal status, contracted, amount paid) 

• using a traffic light system for funded project status (PRAG)  

• capturing decision moments (date and individual or body responsible).  

However, there are a range of issues with outcome measures. As noted above, the current 

outcome measures do not capture what is important for tangata whenua. Further, current 

outcome measures such as ‘jobs created’ are not adequately defined; and there is a lack of 

specificity around who is expected to benefit from the PGF. For example, sector categories do 

not currently map to International Organisation for Standardization (ISO) industry standards. 

The analysis of the administrative data also identified multiple and cumulative lags in 

collecting and entering key information such as ‘scope changes’ and ‘project reporting’. This 

reflects that the administrative data system was not designed to monitor outcomes, and thus 

is not sufficient for ongoing assessment of outcomes.  

63 https://www.treasury.govt.nz/information-and-services/nz-economy/higher-living-standards/he-ara-waiora 
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The combined effect of these issues is that the evaluators had significant issues with analysing 

the application process, project management efficiencies, and project outcomes. It is 

recommended that the PDU implement: 

• better descriptors of the community(s) involved 

• ISO standards for the project sector 

• a wellbeing framework to better define project outcomes (e.g., environment, 

relationships, cultural practices, health, and economic wellbeing) 

• a succinct set of wellbeing indicators at all stages to track and manage health and 

wellbeing for all involved (applicants, stakeholders, and PDU) 

• a simple and accessible reporting system for external use. 

4.2. Assessment of the value of early outcomes of the PGF approach to 

                    ,  ā         h  G          

The assessment of outputs and early outcomes of the PGF approach to regional communities, 

Māori, and the Government focused on two domains: outputs and early outcomes. The 

assessment considered the following. 

• Outputs. This included the extent to which the PGF investment was spread across 

different sectors, regions, tiers, and Māori development; and whether projects have 

progressed in accordance with expectations. 

• Early outcomes. This included early evidence that desired benefits are emerging; 

whether community members were more hopeful for the future of their region as a 

result of involvement in funded PGF projects; and the extent to which short term 

outcomes indicate that funded projects are on track to achieve the medium- and 

longer-term outcomes.  

Overall, PGF outputs and early outcomes have been assessed as effective (Table 7).  

Most projects have progressed as expected against key milestones. While COVID-19 has 

negatively impacted most projects, the effect was generally minor. A positive indication of 

PGF’s early success is some surge regions have experienced strong economic performances 

over the period that PGF was implemented. Importantly, during the pandemic the PGF has 

contributed to increased optimism within communities.  

In the sections below some key findings are discussed and examples of lessons learned are 

provided. 

Broad funding allocations worked well for PGF but could be strengthened 

While the PGF operated without specific allocations for surge regions or investment tier, 

evidence indicates that PGF funding was generally allocated in line with the PGF objectives 

with an emphasis on investing in the six surge regions. While allocations for infrastructure, 

historical sites, and economic development were on track as at March 2020, some allocations 

had lower amounts, in particular, waste, whenua Māori, HPR/TAM, and energy. Overall PDU 

actively sought a good spread of applications across the different types of investment. An 

indication that this worked well is that most regional stakeholders agreed that the funded 

projects aligned with regional priorities. To further strengthen the alignment of outputs to 

investment objectives, the PDU could consider assigning specific allocations to different types 

of investment when implementing future investment initiatives. 
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Plan now to evaluate the long-term impact of PGF 

Further time is needed to fully assess the contribution of the PGF to regional GDP. Of particular 

concern is the type of data currently being collected by the PDU (as discussed above). We 

suggest there is value in conducting a data analysis feasibility assessment and econometric 

analysis to evaluate the longer-term performance of the PGF.  
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APPENDIX 1: EVALUATION APPROACH 

This section outlines the evaluation methodology. This was guided by a final evaluation plan64 

that was signed off by MBIE.  

         ā                            h  evaluation 

The evaluation methodology was underpinned by the three articles of Te Tiriti o Waitangi and 

key tikanga Māori principles to operationalise a Kaupapa Māori approach (Māori focused, 

collective impact, transformative). Three tikanga Māori principles – mahi tahi, manaaki and 

whanaungatanga – guided the evaluators’ engagement across the course of the evaluation.  

            h  ā    

The impact of the PGF on Māori development and aspirations was an essential component of 

this evaluation. As such, it is vital that Māori voices and perspectives were effectively 

represented throughout the evaluation process. Two members of the evaluation team and the 

project sponsor are whakapapa Māori and brought their understanding and experience of te 

Ao Māori to the engagement of stakeholders and applicants, fieldwork, and analysis of the PGF.  

Recognising the rangatiratanga of iwi and hapū, the evaluators sought the assistance of local 

kaitiaki to help navigate each individual rohe (area) and ensure that all tikanga and kawa were 

upheld. The evaluators worked with PDU regional advisors to identify and introduce them to 

kaitiaki (male and female from each region) to support, guide, and advise the evaluation team 

as they engaged with their community. Kaitiaki were identified to work with the evaluators in 

Kaikohe and Ōpōtiki, while in Buller the evaluators engaged with a key Māori stakeholder who 

regional stakeholders identified as having an excellent oversight of the PGF as it related to 

their hapu.  

To recognise their expert roles, kaitiaki were remunerated as senior consultants for their time 

spent with the evaluators. Their involvement in the evaluation was negotiated with them but 

included supporting the evaluators’ engagement with iwi, helping ensure Te Tiriti o Waitangi 

was adhered to and that the findings reflected not only their own but their broader hapū and 

iwi perspectives. 

While it was anticipated that the kaitiaki would participate in the preliminary analysis of their 

community findings, there was insufficient time within the scope of the evaluation for this 

step. All kaitiaki were involved in reviewing the draft evaluation report alongside other Allen 

+ Clarke team members. 

Ethical conduct of the evaluation 

The evaluation involved access to confidential and sensitive information. As such, it was 

designed, conducted, and reported in a manner that respects the rights and privacy of those 

affected by and contributing to the evaluation.  

Five principles were upheld by all involved in this evaluation. They draw on the Australasian 

Evaluation Society’s Code of Ethics, Guidelines for Ethical Conduct of Evaluations65 and the 

64 https://www.mbie.govt.nz/dmsdocument/14474-evaluation-of-the-provincial-growth-fund-12-march-2021 

65 https://aes.asn.au/ethical-guidelines 
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Aotearoa New Zealand Evaluation Association’s Evaluation Standards for Aotearoa New 

Zealand. These are set out below.66 

• Respectful, meaningful relationships are built, nurtured, and maintained over time. 

Engagement between commissioners, evaluators, participants, and users is negotiated, 

respectful of differences, mutually beneficial and occurs in culturally appropriate ways.  

• Kindness, respect, humanity, and reciprocity are extended to all involved. Care is taken 

to ensure that the dignity of everyone is enhanced. Indigenous and other cultural 

worldviews, concepts and protocols are valued. Cultural sensitivity, safety and 

inclusion occur.  

• The methodology and methods are culturally responsive and appropriate for the 

context, and ‘fit for purpose. Evaluation findings, judgments and conclusions are 

credible, trustworthy, and contextually and culturally meaningful.  

• Information gathered from Māori participants (whānau, Māori businesses or 

organisations, mana whenua, hapū, and iwi) is their property and will only be used 

with their permission. 

• The evaluation is well-managed and undertaken by people with the appropriate 

professional, contextual and cultural competencies. The evaluation is planned, 

designed, and implemented to ensure use, and produces information that is useful. 

The specific ethical issues that were addressed in the evaluation are set out below. 

• Informed consent: participants were informed of the purpose of the evaluation and 

how their information will be used. Informed consent was obtained from all 

participants in the evaluation. 

• Anonymity: data was anonymised, and the evaluators did not request any identifying 

information, and any data sets provided to PDU/MBIE will be aggregated. Data from 

the place-based interviews was not reported by location, to protect the identity of 

respondents.  

• Relationships and trust: to inform learning, the evaluation sought information about 

what went wrong as well as successes. The relationships and trust between 

participants and the evaluators was important to obtaining a true representation of the 

PGF.  

• Tikanga: Group interviews were implemented with appropriate tikanga, including 

koha. 

• Storage and transfer of information: data are kept in a secure location. 

  

66 ANZEA. (2015). Evaluation Standards for Aotearoa New Zealand. Retrieved from 

https://www.anzea.org.nz/app/uploads/2019/04/ANZEA-Superu-Evaluation-standards-final-020415.pdf 
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Data collection and analysis 

This section outlines the methods used to collect and analyse data on PGF performance and 

outcomes, and the approach to assessing the evidence against agreed criteria. An overview is 

included in Figure 23. 

Figure 23: Overview of evaluation data collection methods and rationale 
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Intervention logic 

The intervention logic captured the intentions of the PGF’s operation, outputs, and outcomes.  
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There was unanimous agreement by key informants70 that one of the case studies be in 

Northland due to its diversity, size, maturity, and level of funding received. Several other 

regions were proposed as fitting the criteria as outlined in Table 10. They were Bay of Plenty 

and Hawkes Bay, Otago, Southland, and the West Coast.  

The key informant interviews and rapid analysis of the PDU data were used to determine 

which communities were included as case studies in Phase two. These within-region 

communities were dependent on the nature of the region and the mix of projects.  

To support the compressed timeframe71 for the evaluation, the selection of sites followed a 

pragmatic convergence method. This was achieved through the following steps: 

1) Selecting potential regions based on early discussions with key PDU personnel in the 

evaluation inception meeting. 

2) Asking key informants their perspective of the proposed regions and identifying 

additional regions where they did not agree. 

3) Considering each proposed region against the set of criteria and converting to a score 

(high, moderate, low), where: 

a) Project count is the number of projects dedicated to that region (i.e., exclude multi-

region projects) 

b) Focus areas contained key areas of focus as identified in the key stakeholder 

interviews: whenua Māori, Marae, infrastructure, tourism, aquaculture, transition 

economy (e.g., away from sunset industries like oil or coal), and big infrastructure 

projects (e.g., port development, Tier 3 investment) 

c) The proportion of PDU and partner agency staff who supported this region when asked 

during the key informant interviews. Responses were converted to a score: high (full 

agreement across key informants) = 3; moderate (pros and cons identified with a 

particular region) = 2; low (do not believe this is a good region) = 1 

d) Deprivation based on the NZ Deprivation 2018 decile score. 

4) Consultation with senior PDU staff to identify natural clusters of projects at a community 

level. Administrative data was used to characterise the communities within each region.  

5) The short-list of five regions was discussed at an evaluation project management meeting 

attended by staff from MBIE, PDU, and Allen + Clarke. This discussion also focused on 

specific rohe/locations to include, based on geographical clustering of project types and 

economically vulnerability of the community. Three locations were selected: Te Tai 

Tokerau (Kaikohe), Te Moana a Toi te Huatahi (Ōpōtiki), and Te Tai Poutini (Buller). 

  

70 National and regional stakeholders from the PDU and partner agencies who were interviewed or participated in 

a meeting with the evaluators as part of developing the final evaluation plan. 

71 The compressed timeframe for the evaluation was due to COVID-19. 
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was analysed separately, then considered alongside other data sources to inform evaluative 

judgements against the evaluation criteria.  

Interview notes were uploaded into NVivo Pro software. The notes were coded and themes 

and sub themes identified. Respondent characteristics were also uploaded. This allowed the 

analysis to be conducted in a variety of ways. For example, experiences and perspectives can 

be analysed from the perspective of partner agencies, applicants, iwi and by region.  

Applicant and Regional stakeholder surveys 

Two online surveys were undertaken to provide a regional-level perspective of PGF to capture 

data from PGF applicants (referred to as the ‘applicant survey’) and regional stakeholders 

(referred to as the ‘stakeholder survey’). The full detail of the applicant survey and stakeholder 

survey can be viewed in Appendix 2. 

Applicant survey 

The applicant survey targeted all applicants who had PGF funding approved (‘funded 

applicants’75) or were not successful with their PGF application (‘non-funded applicants’76) as 

of 31 March 202077. For comparison purposes, the survey included contextual questions 

common to the two groups of interest. These included their experience about the PGF 

submitting process and the extent to which criteria were sufficiently flexible to enable 

applicants to respond to the region’s priorities. Survey responses informed a range of criteria 

as outlined in Appendix 2. Table 11 outlines which criteria were addressed by funded and non-

funded applicants. 

  

75 As at 30 March 2020 approximately 570 proposals had been successful (numbers to be confirmed by PDU.) 

76 As at 30 March 2020 approximately 1272 proposals had either been withdrawn, were not successful or were still 

pending decisions. 

77 Based on the following Pipedrive variables: ‘Deal - Stage’, ‘Deal - 3. Approved Date’, ‘Deal - 3. Date of Withdrawal 

/ Unsupported Letter Delivery’, and ‘Deal - 3. Declined Date’. 
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Survey data analysis plan 

Stata statistical software was used to conduct the analysis of both surveys. Descriptive 

statistics were calculated including percentages and 95 percent Confidence Intervals (95% 

CIs).  

The percentages are estimates of the proportion of the target groups that have a particular 

characteristic. Tables also include the number of participants who reported each of the 

different responses for a given question and the total number of participants who answered 

the item excluding those who refused to answer a particular question or who responded with 

'don't know'. The number of participants answering each question will be varied because of 

the questionnaire's routing nature, and the inclusion of 'refused' and 'don't know' options.  

The 95% CIs indicate the estimated precision by providing an interval in which the true 

proportion is likely to lie. The wider the confidence interval is an indication of a less precise 

estimate. Data in the report text is rounded to the nearest whole number. Numbers were 

rounded to one decimal place in tables and graphs. This means that percentages may not add 

precisely to 100%. Meanwhile, multiple responses have been allowed, and percentages can 

total to more than 100%. 

Administrative data 

Administrative data was used to complement findings from primary data collection through 

surveys and interviews. The advantages of using administrative datasets include the 

comprehensiveness, large sample size, and a more extended period, which is sometimes 

challenging to achieve financially through any survey method. They could be used to provide 

data on applicants who may not respond to the survey. 

Despite the advantages, greater caution and care are required to use secondary data as it is 

often not purpose-designed to address questions under investigation. The disadvantages are 

related to the reliability of data (e.g., administrative systems are reliant on input from multiple 

people), the lack of adequate control variables, the lack of any documentation and information 

about the quality of the data. There is no data dictionary. It is therefore important that data 

parameters do not change from year to year so comparisons can be made. Definitions within 

PDU have changed over time due to operational purposes. For the evaluation, data definitions 

are those used as of 31 March 2020.  

Secondary data analysis was through data collected by the PDU, often for monitoring purposes 

(referred to as ‘administrative data’), as well as relevant PGF documents. These are outlined 

in Table 16Error! Reference source not found..  
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Sense Checking 

Key findings were presented at two sense-making workshops with PDU staff: one with 

national staff and a second with regional staff. A key purpose of these workshops was to enable 

early shared understanding of the findings and to incorporate PDU knowledge into the 

analysis.  

The workshops were facilitated by the co-lead evaluators. They explored key evaluation areas 

such as: 

• Emerging findings, by key themes: Are these findings valid? Do they reflect the real-

world experiences of stakeholders? 

• Interpretation and insights: How significant are the findings? Did we interpret the 

findings correctly? Which findings/data sources are more important? 

Synthesis and evaluative assessment 

The analysis was informed by the criteria that defined core domains of PGF performance that 

aligned with: 

• PGF design and approach  

o Collaboration 

o Pre-application 

o Decision-making 

o Contracting and client management 

• Early outcomes 

o Outputs 

o Outcomes. 

After analysing the individual data sets (i.e., administrative data, regional stakeholder and 

applicant surveys, national interviews and place-based interviews) the team came together to 

synthesise the analysis against the six domains. This was done over a three-day workshop with 

all team members.  

With an initiative as complex as the PGF, it is difficult to provide cut and dried evaluative 

judgements. Rather, the evaluators’ intention was to provide defensible answers to the key 

evaluation questions. A generic rubric (see Table 17) enabled the evaluators to eyeball the 

analysis across data sources and assign a rating for each domain. With agreement from MBIE, 

where the evidence identified aspects of PGF performance that were not working well for 

Māori, a domain could not achieve a rating higher than ‘consolidating/2’. 

The evaluators calculated the median of individual ratings to arrive at overall evaluative 

assessments about the performance of the PGF80. These are defined in Table 17. 

  

80 Highly effective=4; Effective=3; Consolidating=2; Marginal=1; Not effective=0. 
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APPENDIX 2: SURVEY DOCUMENTS 

Applicant survey  

Below is a copy of the pre-notification letter MBIE sent to applicants to notify them about the 

survey. 

Pre-notification for the applicant survey 

Tēnā koe  

I am contacting you to ask you to participate in an online survey about the Provincial Growth 

Fund (PGF). 

We are conducting the survey as part of an evaluation of the PGF. The objectives of the 

evaluation are to understand how the PGF has operated, how projects are progressing to date 

and provide insights on how future programmes like the PGF might best achieve their 

intended outcomes.  

This survey is for people who applied for funding from the PGF, and who have either received 

funding or were not successful with their application. The information collected will provide 

valuable insights for PGF agencies and across Government. 

In the next few days, you will receive an email with a survey link from Allen + Clarke (an 

independent research service) who are contracted by the Ministry of Business, Innovation & 

Employment (MBIE) to carry out the survey. 

The survey will take about 15 minutes to complete and I would really appreciate your 

participation, however it is voluntary. Having your perspectives and views in the survey 

information will add a great deal of value to the evaluation. 

If you respond to the survey, the information you provide will be confidential and used for 

research purposes only. Results will be summarised and anonymised. We will not use your 

name and any other identifying information in any reports.  

Ngā mihi nui 

GENERAL MANAGER, STRATEGY, PLANNING AND PERFORMANCE 

Provincial Development Unit  

Ministry of Business, Innovation & Employment 

 

  

Privacy of natural persons
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Invitation letter  

Below is a copy of the invitation letter used to invite applicants to participate in the survey. 

Tell us about the Provincial Growth Fund experience and you could win a prize 

worth up to $1000 

Following the email from [name] (Provincial Development Unit) sent to you a few days ago, 

we are inviting you to participate in a short survey of the Provincial Growth Fund (PGF).  

The survey is part of an independent evaluation of the PGF being undertaken by Allen + Clarke.  

While you may have been involved in other government funding, we are interested in your 

experiences about the PGF specifically. Your contribution will help us to identify opportunities 

for how the PGF and similar interventions can better achieve their outcomes. 

The survey should take only 20 minutes, and your responses are completely anonymous. You 

can take the survey once, but you can edit your responses until the survey is closed on Friday, 

23 April 2021.  

Please click on the link button below and complete the survey online - we'll then put you in 

the draw to win either an iPad Pro 10.5-inch display with 64G or a $1000 supermarket 

voucher. 

The survey is confidential, and your identity will be protected. We will ensure that any data or 

reports will not identify you personally or your organisation. If you have any questions about 

the survey, please email [name] at [email address]. 

Click here to do the survey: 

{SURVEYURL} 

We really appreciate your input. 

Ngā mihi nui, 

Evaluation of the Provincial Growth Fund Team 

  

PROACTIVELY RELEASED



Reminder letter  

Below is a copy of the reminder letter that was shared with applicants to encourage them to 

participate in the survey. 

Tell us about the Provincial Growth Fund experience and you could win a prize 

worth up to $1000 

Tēnā koe {FIRSTNAME}, 

This is a friendly reminder to complete a short survey about the Provincial Growth Fund (PGF) 

undertaken by Allen + Clarke. The purposes of the evaluation are to understand how the fund 

operates and contributes to regional outcomes. Your contribution will help the Provincial 

Development Unit (PDU) identify opportunities for how the PGF and similar interventions can 

better achieve their effects. 

The survey should take only 20 minutes, and your responses are completely anonymous. You 

can take the survey once, but you can edit your responses until the survey is closed on Friday, 

23 April 2021. 

Please click on the link button below and complete the survey online - we'll then put you in 

the draw to win either an iPad Pro 10.5-inch display with 64G or a $1000 supermarket 

voucher. 

The survey is confidential, and your identity will be protected. We will ensure that any data or 

reports will not identify you personally or your organisation. If you have any questions about 

the survey, please email [name] at [email address] 

Click here to do the survey: 

{SURVEYURL} 

We really appreciate your input. 

Ngā mihi nui, 

Evaluation of the Provincial Growth Fund Team 
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Evaluation of the Provincial Growth Fund 

Stakeholder Survey 
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Introduction 

Tēnā koe 

You are invited to complete this survey to let us know your experiences with the Provincial 

Growth Fund (PGF). A few points to note: 

• Completing the survey is voluntary. 

• This link is unique to you. 

• By completing the survey, you are giving your consent to participate in evaluating the 

PGF. 

• This will take about 15 minutes. 

• Questions marked with an asterisk (*) are required: you will be unable to proceed until 

you answer the question. 

• If you want to change any of your answers, use the ‘Previous’ button at the bottom of 

the survey. Please DO NOT use the back button on your web browser; otherwise, you 

will lose the content of your answers. 

• Your answers will be submitted at the end when you click the “Submit” button. 

About you 

Which organisation do you represent or work for?  

1. Partner agencies: Te Puni Kōkiri (TPK), Department of Conservation (DOC), 

Ministry of Transport (MOT), Ministry of Primary Industry81 (MPI), New 

Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA); Crown Infrastructure Partners (CIP) 

       

2. Provincial Development Unit Regional advisors         

3. Iwi/hapū  

4. Other government agency 

5. Regional or district council    

6. Economic Development Agency (EDA) 

7. Other________________________________________ 

If Q1 = 1, go to Q2, then continue to Q3 

If Q1 = 2-7 skip to Q3, then continue to Q4 

 

Were you in a PGF funded role?  

1. Yes  

2. No   

3. Not sure  

 

81 The correct name for this agency is Ministry for Primary Industries. It is very unlikely that this error (use of ‘of’ 

rather than ‘for’ will have affected respondents’ understanding of the questions).  
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What was your position (or role) when dealing with Provincial Development Unit-funding 

applications (Multiple responses allowed)?  

1. Advisory  

2. Application project manager 

3. Contract project manager  

4. Administration  

5. Other_______________________________ 

 

Thinking about the PGF projects you were involved in, please select which region(s) they 

were located in? (Multiple responses allowed).  

1. Nationwide  

2. Northland / Te Tai Tokerau 

3. Waikato 

4. Bay of Plenty / Te Moana-a-Toi 

5. Hawke's Bay / Te Matau-a-Māui 

6. East Coast / Tairāwhiti 

7. Taranaki 

8. Kāpiti-Wairarapa 

9. Manawatu-Whanganui 

10. Top of the South Island/ Te Tau Ihu 

11. Canterbury / Waitaha 

12. West Coast / Te Tai Poutini 

13. Otago / Otakou 

14. Southland / Murihiku 

15. Chatham Islands / Wharekauri 

 

If Q1 = 1, go to Q5, then continue to Q6 

If Q1 = 2-7, skip to Q8, then continue to Q9 
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Questions for: Everyone 
2. Do you agree or disagree with the following statement? The design of the PGF should 

be applied to government funding programmes in the future (KEQ 2.16). 

1. Agree 

2. Neither  agree nor disagree 

3. Disagree 

99 Don’t know 

98 NA 

3. Please tell us a bit more about why you disagreed. 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

4. Please list three aspects of the PGF you would like to see continued. 

1. ________________________________________________ 

2. ________________________________________________ 

3. ________________________________________________ 

5. Please list three aspects of the PGF you would like to see improved.  

1. ________________________________________________ 

2. ________________________________________________ 

3. ________________________________________________ 

6. Finally, please provide any further comments about the PGF in the space below. 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________

________ 
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End message 

 

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. We value the information you have 

provided. Your responses will contribute to the evaluation of the PGF. In line with the data 

sovereignty principle outlined in the Te Mana Raraunga (2021), all data collected for this 

survey are kept in New Zealand. 

 

Nāku, nā 
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APPENDIX 3: INTERVIEW AND PLACE-BASED DOCUMENTS 

Email invitation 

Tēnā koe [name] 

 

Allen + Clarke is undertaking an independent evaluation of the Provincial Growth Fund (PGF) 

for the Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment (MBIE). The purposes of the 

evaluation are to provide information on how the PGF has operated and is contributing to 

regional outcomes, to identify early markers of success, and to provide advice on how 

programmes like the PGF might better achieve the intended outcomes.  

An important part of the evaluation includes meeting with PGF fund applicants and 

stakeholders in three communities, one of which is [name]. We are visiting [place] over [dates] 

and invite you to participate in a face-to-face interview with  and  

 from the evaluation team.  

We have attached an information sheet with more information about the evaluation and are 

happy to answer any questions you may have (see contacts below). 

If you are happy to participate in an interview can you please reply to myself ( ) this week 

to arrange a time that works for you? If you are not available over the time we’re in [place] we 

are happy to schedule a zoom interview on another date.  

 

  

[Phone] 

[Email address] 

 

 

[Phone] 

[Email address] 

  

Privacy of natural 

Privacy of natural persons

Privacy of natural persons

Privacy of natural persons Privacy of natural pe
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Information sheet and consent form 

Evaluation of the Provincial Growth Fund 

Information about the evaluation, and informed consent 

This evaluation is being carried out by Allen + Clarke for the Ministry of Business, Innovation 

and Employment (MBIE). We invite you to take part in the evaluation because you have had 

an important role in the Provincial Growth Fund (PGF), either as a PGF applicant or through 

an organisation that is integral to the PGF. Please read the information below and ask any 

questions you have before deciding whether to take part. 

What is the evaluation about? 

MBIE is seeking to understand 1) how the PGF has operated, 2) how projects are progressing 

to date and 3) to provide insights on how future programmes like the PGF might best achieve 

their intended outcomes. This evaluation will occur between March-June 2021.  

While you may have been involved in other government funding, we are interested in your 

experiences in relation to only the PGF.  

What is involved for those taking part? 

If you agree to participate in this evaluation, we will invite you to an interview with our 

evaluators, for up to an hour.  

Interviews will either be conducted face-to-face (or through a teleconferencing platform such 

as Zoom if you are not available during the days we are in your community). 

Do I have to take part in the evaluation? 

You do not have to take part in the evaluation. You may stop the interview at any time, and the 

information you have given us will be deleted. If you choose to participate and then change 

your mind later, you can pull out by contacting us up to one week after our interview. 

How will your information be used? 

Your feedback will provide information for the Provincial Development Unit (PDU) and other 

partner agencies on how future programmes like the PGF might best achieve their intended 

outcomes. An evaluation report will be provided to Government in mid-2021. 

How will my privacy be protected? 

We will be writing a report based on the information we collect through this evaluation. We 

will not attribute information to any individual by name.  

The information from your interview will be stored securely and remain confidential to the 

evaluation team. Your personal information will not be shared with anyone else. This 

information will be kept securely at Allen + Clarke for 10 years. It will then be destroyed. 

Who can answer my questions about the evaluation? 

If you are involved in an interview, you will be meeting with members of the evaluation team. 

You can ask them any questions you have about the evaluation. You can also contact the 

Project Manager,  [Phone] [Email address], or  from MBIE’s 

Evidence and Insights Branch: [Email address].  

You will be given a copy of this document to keep. 

Privacy of natural persons Privacy of natural persons
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Allen + Clarke is a corporate member of the Aotearoa New Zealand Evaluation Association 

(ANZEA); and all of our Evaluation + Research Practice staff also belong to the Australian 

Evaluation Society (AES). Through these organisations Allen + Clarke is expected to follow 

high standards. If you would like more information about these standards, the booklet 

Guidelines for the Ethical Conduct of Evaluations is available at www.aes.asn.au. We are 

ethically obliged to advise our client if we become aware of certain situations, such as someone 

being in danger, or corruption. 

Statement of consent: I agree to take part in the evaluation 

Please select the boxes below, as appropriate: 

☐ The purpose and nature of this evaluation has been explained to me and I have had the 

opportunity to ask questions. 

☐ I understand that my interview will be audio recorded and notes might be taken. These will 

be used to ensure the accuracy of information collected. This information will be stored 

securely and will only be accessible by the evaluation team. 

☐ I understand that my personal details are confidential and will not be disclosed to anyone 

outside of the evaluation team.  

☐ I understand that under the Privacy Act, I have the right to request any information held 

about myself. 

☐ I understand that my participation in this evaluation will have no impact on any current or 

future dealings with MBIE or the PDU. 

☐ I agree to the use of images created during the meeting being included in the analysis and 

report. We undertake to: (1) clearly signal when we are taking images that may be used; and 

(2) use the images only in the analyses and reporting of the PGF evaluation.  

☐ I understand that information I provide will not identify me  

 

☐ I consent to take part in the evaluation. 

 

 

Signature ________________________________________ Date ________________ 

 

Printed name __________________________________________________________ 
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Funded place-based interview guide 

Project Name 

 

Date and time 

 

Participants 

 

Lead + Note Taker 

 

Kaitiaki (if applicable) 

 

Location 

 

Whanaungatanga 

Offer cup of tea/ coffee/ water, Introductions/ mihi. Go through information sheet: 

• Summarise purpose & A+C involvement 

o Early indicators of success 

o Explain deep dive into 3 communities 

• Anonymity & confidentiality 

Get consent form signed, open hui with Karakia (if applicable). 

Briefly describe your/your organisation’s role in relation to PGF? 

Probe: what specific PGF projects have you supported or engaged with? 

 

Relationships, collaboration and capacity building 

In relation to PGF, we are interested in your perspective on relationships/collaborations 

you’ve had with government agencies at national and regional levels. 
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